
F. Gordon Maxson 
Director - Regulatory Affairs 

GTE Service Corporation 

1850 M Street. NW 
Suite 1200 
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202 463-5291 
202 463-5239 fax 
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March 1, 2000 

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Ex Parte - CC Docket No. 99-200 - Number Resource Optimization 

GTE strongly supports the message throughout the attached letter and matrix that were 
developed by the NANC Thousand Block Pooling issues Management Group (IMG). GTE cannot 
over emphasize the necessity for uniform, common, nationwide pooling guidelines. It is only 
through such an implementation that the public and the industry will realize the true benefits of 
pooling or for any other number optimization technique. Any deviation from a standardized 
approach will only lead to increased costs, confusion, and fewer benefits from these techniques 
(in particular pooling). 

Pooling is a complex process that can only be made more complex when subjected to multiple 
implementations. In this case a potential of 50 different implementations. The potential benefits 
can only be diminished if it is not uniformly implemented. 

The industry has developed the INC Pooling Guidelines over the last two years. GTE has been 
an active participant in this process. During the development phase many issues have been 
studied and evaluated. The present version of the guidelines reflects all this work and the 
document is constantly being updated. GTE recognizes many of the issues that have been 
introduced by the States modifications have already received deep industry scrutiny and debate. 
Had the state regulators participated in the guidelines development, they too would have been 
aware of these past deliberations and they would not have made the majority of their comments 
on the document. 

The INC guidelines have also formed the core issues that have been translated into Pooling 
Administrator (PA) responsibilities that have been costed out in the NANPA proposal to be 
the PA. Changing these responsibilities would impact the negotiations between NANC and 
Neustar. 

GTE urges the FCC to support the guidelines without proposed modifications so that pooling can 
be implemented in its most beneficial manner for all numbering users, consumers, and 
administrators. 

Very truly yours, 

Attachments/ 

C: Diane Griffin-Harmon 



February 18,200O 

John R. Hoffman 
NANC Chair 
6607 Willow Lane 
Mission Hills, KS 66208 

The NANC Thousand Block Pooling Issues Management Group (IMG) has prepared the 
following summary of the key issues associated with the changes proposed by the State 
Coordination Group’s January 20, 2000 Ex Parte to the FCC. The attached matrix 
contains the proposed guideline changes and associated impacts to both the pooling 
administrator and to service providers in general. 

DISCUSSION 

The IMG has concluded that there is a critical need for uniformity of national pooling 
guidelines. Non uniform guidelines would impose a significant negative impact and 
burden to both service providers and the pooling administrator. The lack of uniformity of 
would result in operational difficulties, higher costs, more complex systems, and would 
delay national pooling roll out. Some entities have already begun to implement system 
changes to support the pooling assignment process as currently defined in the Industry 
Numbering Committee (INC) pooling administration guidelines. The following is a 
summary of the essential issues and additional cost drivers: 

1. Pooling administration activities, if implemented using a different methodology in 
each state, will cause major operations and administrative burdens that would result 
in increased costs for both the service providers and the pooling administrator. The 
service providers and the pooling administrator would need to create costly sub- 
systems to address the utilization reporting needs of each differing state approaches. 
Using different criteria in each state would lead to the inconsistent evaluations of 
similar service provider data under the same set of conditions. The use of utilization 
data based upon an each state’s unique approach would likely lead to inconsistent 
outcomes if used by a national pooling administrator to determine when to reclaim or 
assign critical numbering resources. Unique utilization approaches could also distort 
the effectiveness of NANP exhaust projections. 

Page 1 



John R. Hoffman 
2/18/00 

2. The NANC directed the removal of the “utilization” portion of the PA Requirements 
and the INC adjusted the PA guidelines accordingly. This change was based upon 
several factors: 

- The CO Code Administrator is already required to collect and manage 
industry COCUS forecast and utilization data. 

- NAN& NRO has evaluated and recommended that utilization data be 
collected bi-annually and is currently developing new COCUS requirements 

- and a tool that incorporates the use of utilization data when forecasting NPA 
and NANP exhaust. 

- The pooling administrator only requires limited forecast information to 
manage the industry pool and requiring the pooling administrator to collect 
additional data would be a duplication of efforts at an additional substantive 
cost to the industry. 

Also reporting on a quarterly basis would not provide meaningful data due to the 
timing and resource replenishment cycle of 66 days to open an NXX and the 
additional 21 day cycle to obtain a block from the pooling administrator. In addition 
reducing these intervals may cause service and customer affecting issues when the 
NXX has not been entirely opened throughout the public switched telecommunication 
network and in all customer premise equipment or private branch exchanges. 

3. Individual state developed and maintained pooling guidelines will negate the value of 
having consistent national pooling guidelines. The complexity of this issue depends 
on the volume of unique guidelines the pooling administrator must maintain. This 
complexity will influence the initial pooling administration system design and create 
on-going issues with system implementation and management. Such changes 
would result in additional costs over an above the current cost for the single pooling 
administration system based on a standard set of requirements vs. unknown 
requirement for unique processes and system capacity. Pooling administration 
system or requirement changes of this potential volume would likely effect the overall 
pooling implementation timeline. 

4. Restricting access to numbers based upon service providers having interconnection 
arrangements in place will change the current assignment process from one that 
runs in parallel to a serial approach. Today a new entrant has the ability to obtain 
numbering resources in parallel with interconnection arrangements, and network and 
equipment build out. This will also create potential competitive issues with one SP 
being able to restrict another’s market entry based on a slowing of the facilities 
interconnection process. If the current reclamation process is followed there is no 
need to impose a different restrictive process. In addition, the pooling administrator 
will be required to monitor and maintain a process to ensure that all interconnection 
arrangements are in progress before assigning a resource. 
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5. Giving priority of resource assignments to the pooling administrator in a jeopardy 
lottery process over non-LNP service providers could have a discriminatory result of 
non-LNP service providers. 

6. Reducing service provider pooled inventories from nine months to six months would 
not have a significant impact; however, customers may be affected if there are 
delays with obtaining resources in a timely manner. 

CONCLUSION 

The IMG concluded that a uniform national pooling administration structure is critical. 
Any delay in implementing the highly automated pooling administration system would 
have severe negative consequences on the pooling administrator, service providers, and 
end users. A thousand block pooling structure revamps the current CO Code 
assignment process and is a critical step towards managing the numbering crisis and 
ultimately delaying NANP exhaust 

Sincerely, 

Peter P. Guggina 
1 K IMG Chair 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to 
the INC lk Pooling Administration 

Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) 

Guidelines not binding on a state, state 
or state industry planning group may 
deviate from guidelines as deemed 
appropriate and consistent with FCC 
policies 

Resources to be administered by state 
commissions/FCC - 

Possible sequential number assignments - 
requires SP to assign out of a given block, 
ignoring customer requests 
State PUC part of SP auditing process - 
enables state regulators to do auditing 

1.0 Yes; 735 

l- 

I 

Impact to PA Requirements 

Major - Major 
In general: different state implementations 
will be a major impact to carriers 

Modification and changes to the 
guidelines on a state by state basis 
will minimize a*y efficiency 
previously gained by operating under 
one common set of guidelines. It may 
ultimately increase costs substantially 
for the PA svstem and PA onerations 
Major - 
Unknown impact 
Need further clarification 
None if no PA enforcement 
Major if PA enforcement 

Major 

Major--customer choice needs to be 
supported- customer will shop for numbers 

Unknown impact additional 
clarification on PA involvement - 
potential major; do not know 
audit process. PA is doing for 
cause application audits- 
anything beyond that application 
would be more work. 
Also annlies to designated auditor 

Impacts to SP Impacts to SP 

Unknown - type, frequency, and how 
consistent among state, how will states be 
involved 

02/28/00 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to 
: the INC lk Pooling Administration 

GuideI’- -- !1‘18S 
u (Dec. 1999) 

Removed requirement for “minimum” 
block application information 
Clarification from Trina: States want 
to be sure that they can get any 
information that they need. All 
consistent with what FCC final rules. 
I.E. if FCC final order like interim 
orders-requirements can be different 
in every state. 
Added requirement for compliance 
with any properly imposed fill rate for 
block requests. Clarification from 
Trina: “properly imposed” means 
pursuant to authority delegated from 
the FCC 
Added SP must abide by all regulatory 
requirements 

PA subject to review and oversight by 
state PUC 

PA to work with state PUC and CO 
Code Admin on NPA relief 

Guideline 
Section 

3.4 

4.3 (c) 

4.4 (d) 

5.0 

5.1.1 (d) 

NPRM 
Reference 

Yes; 763 

Yes; 192 

See CO 
Guidelines 

Impact to PA Requirements Impact to PA Requirements 

Major - Clarification required for 
full impact to be determined. 
Additional information may be 
required-not sufficient info to 
determine impact. If the info is 
uniform nationally and as 
specified-no change if its not 
specified-- unknown 

Major - 
If varies by state. Also minimizes 
efficiencies gained. Also is the 
PA to validate or wait for other 
party to validate before 
assignment 
Unknown -Need further 
clarification on requirement. 
Who does the enforcement? 
Major 
It would appear that the PA activities 
may be subject to review and 
oversight by 50 states in addition to 
the FCC. What does this entail and is 
it consistent between states? 
Minor as long as a separate PA 
person not needed at every NPA 
relief meeting 
Medium to major if separate 
additional PA person required 

Impacts to SP 

Major: If different for every state. 

Major- (subset of 3.4) if different validation 
requirements or a range of utilization 

Unknown- SP already abide by regulatory 
requirements. 

Unknown - until that oversight is defined. 
No impact to SP interfaces 

No impact 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to Guideline NPRM Impact to PA Requirements Impacts to SP 
the INC lk Pooling Administration Section Reference 

Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) 

PA database to be accessible to state 5.1.1 (i) Yes; 178 Unknown - additional details on Unknown- appears to be minor impact for SF 
PUC requirement necessary to 

determine impact 
PA to generate 1 k forecast using SP 5.2 (a) Major Major if the SP has to submit more data than 
forecasts and utilization data obtained This not currently addressed COCUSO cost impact 
by PA, state PUC or NANPA under PA. This is similar to the 

COCUS replacement model 
Added PA to require state certification 5.3 (b) Yes; 159 Major Requiring interconnection arrangement in 
and interconnection arrangements PA currently does not enforce place before getting numbers is a major 
before assigning block to SP interconnection arrangements impact 
PA may be required to provided SP 5.6 Unknown - need additional Unknown- don’t know if this allows 
specific data to auditor or regulatory information to assess. additional data or is just pooled data. Minor 
process impact if PA is handing over already 

collected data. Confidentiality of the data is a 
major concern 

Require SP quarterly forecast 6.0 Yes; 177 Major- may have minimal gains Major-with minimal gains- COCUS 
reporting on Jan 1, April 1, July 1, and “tentatively from a PA perspective - COCUS reporting. NANC recommended that 
Oct. 1 conclude” reporting COCUS be done 2 times a years 

need for 
quarterly 
reporting 

PA to adjust forecast report quarterly, 6.1.1 Yes; 177 Major - may have minimal gains Major-with minimal gains- COCUS 
report to be based on 3 months of data. from a PA perspective reporting. NANC recommended that 

COCUS be done 2 times a years 

02/28/00 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to 
the INC lk Pooling Administration 

Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) 

Added SP penalty for forecasts that are 
30 percent + above actual utilization 
for 3 quarters or more - State PUC to 
determine punishment 
Reduced PA industry pool inventory to 
6 months 
Reduced PA minimum inventory level 
to 3 months 

PA and State PUC determine 
implementation timeline- SP’s submit 
input 
PA industry pool established with 6 
month inventory 
Removed industry consensus from 1st 
Implementation meeting requirement 
Changed process for PA scheduling of 
1 st Implementation meeting 
SP’s can only retain 6 month inventory 
SP’s can only retain blocks if 
technically impossible 

Guideline NPRM 
Section Reference 

6.3 Yes; 192 

8.0 

8.0 (d) 

Yes; 1192 Minor None to minor. 1 

Yes; 1192 

8.1 

8.1 (0 

8.2.2 

8.2.2 

Yes; 1146 

Yes; 1192 

8.2.5 (a) 
8.2.5 (b) 

Yes; 1192 

Impact to PA Requirements Impacts to SP 

_ 

Major if PA has to do 
enforcement also undermine PA 
ability to keep pools full 

Major 

Minor 

Minor 

Major-takes more than 3 months to activate 
numbers-so pool will be short of number 
blocks 
Major 

Minor None to minor. 

Minor Major 

Minor 
I 

Minor 

Minor to none 
Minor to none - Who enforces? 

None to minor impact. 
Unknown- Who determines what’s 
“technically impossible” 

’ GTE is concerned that a six month inventory for the pooling administrator or for the service provider inventory could lead to a number shortage in the pool 
and that any change to these timeframes should be addressed after pooling is in place nationally for 6-9 months. 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed ChangeiModification to Proposed ChangeiModification to 
the INC lk Pooling Administration the INC lk Pooling Administration 

Guidelines Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) (Dec. 1999) 

- 

Changed industry inventory level to 6 
months to determine pool surplus or 
deficiencv 
Changed SP inventory requirement to 
6 months at block donation/pool start 
date 
Deviations to 66 day NXX opening 
will be determined by state PUC - 
attempt to keep interval not less than 
30 days 
Ongoing PA pool inventory to be not 
more than 6 months 
SPs to “voluntarily” return surplus 
inventory over 6 months supply. This 
entire section is already part of the 
guidelines, the only change was from 9 
to 6 months - states did not introduce 
the idea of “voluntarily” returning 
blocks 
PA to analyze SP forecasts to maintain 
6 month inventory 
PA to apply for NXX only when 
inventory will exhaust in 6 months 
LERG Assignee NXX application to 
have 6 month history /projected 
demand 
Requests for NXX include 6 months of 
aro&Woroiected demand 

Guidetine 
Section 

8.2.6 Yes;7192 

8.2.7 Yes;1192 

8.2.7 

8.3 

8.4.3 

8.4.4 

8.5.1 

8.5.2 

8.5.3 

“a 

NPRMI‘ 
Reference; 

Yes;7192 

Yes;7192 

Yes;1192 

Yes;1192 

Yes;1192 

Yes;1192 

Impact to PA Requirements 

Minor to none. 

Minor to none. 

Unknown - need clarification. 
Does this mean that you need 
state approval before you can 
expedite an NXX code opening? 
None. 

Minor as long as PA does not 
have to do enforcement 
Major if the PA has to do 
enforcement 

Minor 

Minor 

Minor 

Minor 

Impacts to SP 

None to minor impact 

None to minor impact, 

Major impact - does this mean that you need 
state approval before you can expedite an 
NXX code opening? 

None to minor impact. 

None to minor impact. 

None to minor impact. 

SP impact only when customer has request 
for entire NXX code 
Already required- months- to-exhaust 
worksheet 

Already required with resource application - 
Months-to-exhaust worksheet 

02/28/00 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to 
the INC lk Pooling Administration 

Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) 

Can’t request block assignments more 
than 6 months in advance 

PA must rather than may review block 
application for “reasonableness” 
Growth NXXs, SP must certify that 
exhaust in 6 months 
SP must provide specific technical 
limitation associated with block 
request and provide supporting 
documentation 
SP must place assigned block into 
service in 6 months or will start to 
reclaim This language was already in 
place, states only changed start date of 
process from 9 to 6 months. 
State PUC has authority to order 
NANPA or PA to reclaim 
blocks/NXXs “pursuant to any 
authority delegated to the states by the 
FCC” 
If SP not put block into service can 
request 90 day extension 

Guideline 
Section 

9.1 

9.3.1 

9.3.4 (a) 

9.3.4 (b) 

9.3.10 

10.0 

10.1.4 

NPRM 
Reference 

Yes; 1192 

Yes; 761 

Minor 

Minor 

Yes; 1192 None 

Yes; 198 

Yes; 1100 

Yes; 199 
FCC 
recommends 
only 60 days 

Impact to PA Requirements Impacts to SP 

: 

Major- switch vendors build routing tables 
for new switches in advance of switch 
implementation 
No impact 

No impact except when you have specific 
customer requests for entire NXX 

Unknown -need additional 
information on the requirement 

Minor 

Unknown- it is dependant on how its 
implemented 

Unknown 

Minor Unknown 

Minor 
I 

Minor 
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IMG Analysis of l-20-00 State Coordination Group Proposed Changes to INC Pooling Guidelines 

Proposed Change/Modification to 
the INC lk Pooling Administration 

Guidelines 
(Dec. 1999) 

When PA starts reclaim SP has 10 
days to contact PA must also copy 
State PUC on all associated documents 

In jeopardy situations industry pool 
inventory reduced to 3 months 
In jeopardy SP certify exhaust in 3 
months 
PA shall work with the.. . . state PUC. 

In jeopardy, PA “in conjunction with 
the state regulatory commission and/or 
its consultants will: implement each 
thousand block pooling conservation 
procedure as required; and notify the 
affected parties and the CO Code 
Administrator of the implementation. 
PA has priority treatment in jeopardy 
lottery 

Added statement: “Any audit 
guidelines adopted or referenced 
herein will in no way impede a state’s 
ability to conduct its own for cause or 
random audits of SPs.” 

Guideline NPRM 
Section Reference 1 

10.2.3 --r 
11.1.1 Yes; 1192 

11.1.1 (c) Yes; 7192 

11.1.2 (a) 

11.1.2 (b) 

11.3 

12.0 

Impact tOPA Requirements Impact tOPA Requirements 

,- ,- 

Unknown - need additional 
clarification on requirement 

Minor 

Minor 

Unknown - need clarification of 
requirement 
Unknown - need clarification of 
requirement 

None to Minor 

Minor - if no PA involvement, 
otherwise may be major. 

- 
! 

Impacts to SP Impacts to SP 

Major impact if 10 days is the timeframe- 
10 days not enough time in the business 
process. 
No impact to copy to State PUC 
Major- can’t get new NXXs activated in 3 
months 
Major- if can not get new NXXs activated in 
3 months 
No impact 

No impact 

No impact on carriers participating in the 
pool 
Major impact to Carriers not participating in 
PO01 
No major impact 

02/28/00 

Page 7 


